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This office action is responsive to communications filed 04/12/2007. 
Claims 1-26 are pending. 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on April 
12, 2007 has been entered. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sl^all conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 10 recites the limitation "said oil" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent In the United 

States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
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only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1 - 6. 8 - 12, 14, 16 - 22, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by McNeely (US 5,027,852) or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 1 03(a) as obvious over McNeely (US 5,027,852) in view of Greenwood et al. (US 
3,913.885). 

McNeely discloses (Fig. 1, for example) a surge relief valve comprising: a main 
valve body (16) comprising a dome port (36) and an inlet port (24) wherein said inlet 
port is in fluid communication with a first fluid and an outlet port (26); a dome reservoir 
(106) connected to said main valve body but disposed remotely therefrom via said 
dome port and arranged to hold a second fluid that could be Nitrogen; a piston (28) 



Application/Control Number: 10/711 ,207 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3753 

located in said main valve body and comprising a piston in fluid communication with 
said reservoir, wherein said first fluid exerts an upward force on said piston, said second 
fluid exerts a downward force on said piston, and said piston is arranged to move in 
response to a differential in said upward and downward forces, wherein said first and 
second fluids are isolated from one another. A self-relieving pressure regulator (108) is 
connected to the main valve body via the dome reservoir (106). McNeely discloses a 
piping arrangement (106, 110) with a first end connected to the dome reservoir (106) 
and a second connected to the dome port (36). The disclosure of McNeely is applicable 
to all types of first fluid including a process fluid that is a liquid that could further be 
either oil or petroleum oil. 

It is noted that the arrangement disclosed by McNeely necessarily performs the 
method recited in claims 17 - 22 in its usual and normal operation. 

It is noted that in McNeely the "sealing ring" necessarily contacts the 
piston/cylinder surface in order to provide the sealing function therebetween. Thus, the 
contact between the surfaces involves friction that necessarily provides dampening of 
the piston movement. However, should it be determined that ring is not a dampening 
ring, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide a dampening wedge ring as taught by Greenwood et al. 
(wedge ring (60)) for the purpose of providing the desired dampening i.e. stabilized 
movement of the piston. It is noted that the sealing ring in McNeely is a wedge-shaped 
ring. However, should it be determined that such is not the case, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
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provided in McNeely a wedge-shaped ring for the purpose of obtaining a desired 
dampening of the piston movement, as taught by Greenwood et al. 
9. Claims 1 - 6, 8 - 15, 17 - 22 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kugelev et al. (US 6,978,799) or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kugelev et al. (US 6,978,799) in view of Greenwood et 
al. (US 3,913,885). 

Kugelev et al. discloses (Figs, 1 - 4) a surge relief valve comprising: a main 
valve body (13) comprising a dome port (33) and an inlet port (15) wherein said inlet 
port is in fluid communication with a first fluid and an outlet port (17); a dome reservoir 
(47) connected directly to said main valve body via said dome port and arranged to hold 
a second fluid that could be Nitrogen; a piston (25) located in said main valve body and 
comprising a piston in fluid communication with said reservoir, wherein said first fluid 
exerts an upward force on said piston, said second fluid exerts a downward force on 
said piston, and said piston is arranged to move in response to a differential in said 
upward and downward forces, wherein said first and second fluids are isolated from one 
another. A self-relieving pressure regulator (Fig. 1) is connected to the main valve body 
via the dome reservoir (47). Kugelev et al. discloses a piping arrangement (55, 73) with 
a first end (73) connected to the dome reservoir (47) and a second connected to the 
dome port (33). The disclosure of Kugelev et al. is applicable to all types of first fluid 
including a process fluid that is a liquid which could further be either oil or petroleum oil 
(See Col. 1 , lines 22 - 30, for example). 
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It is noted that the arrangement disclosed by Kugelev et al. necessarily performs 
the method recited in claims 17 - 22 in its usual and normal operation. 

It is noted that in Kugelev et al. the "sealing ring" (29) necessarily contacts the 
piston/cylinder surface in order to provide the sealing function therebetween. Thus, the 
contact between the surfaces involves friction that necessarily provides dampening of 
the piston movement. However, should it be determined that ring (29) is not a 
dampening ring, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide a dampening wedge ring as taught by Greenwood et 
al. (wedge ring (60)) for the purpose of providing the desired dampening i.e. stabilized 
movement of the piston. 

10. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kugelev et al. (US 
6,978,799) in view of Greenwood et al. (US 3,913,885). 

The patent to Kugelev et al. discloses the claimed invention with the exception of 
explicitly disclosing the dampening ring to be recessed into the piston. In Kugelev et al. 
the dampening ring is recessed into the wall of the cylinder in which the piston (25) 
slides. 

Greenwood et al. teaches the use of a wedge ring (60) recessed into the piston 
(24) for the purpose of dampening the movement of the piston. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have provided in Kugelev et al. the ring (29) to be recessed into the piston 
for the purpose of providing a desired dampening in the movement of the piston. In this 
connection, it should be noted that the provision of the ring (29) in the piston as 



Application/Control Number: 10/711 ,207 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3753 

opposed to providing it in the wall about which the piston slides is a nnere reversal of 
parts that the courts have generally held to be an expedient that is obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. In re Gazda, 219 F.2d 449, 104 USPQ 400 (CCPA 1955). 

11. Claims 7 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by McNeely 
(US 5,027,852) or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over the 
combination of McNeely and Greenwood et al. as set forth above and further in view of 
Steinert et al. (US 5,174,326). 

The patent to McNeely discloses a pressure regulator (108) that is believed to 
maintain the second fluid at a specified pressure in response to changes in ambient 
temperature, since the pressure regulator is stated (Col. 4, lines 10 - 12) to provide a 
constant pressure wherein the provision of a constant pressure is taken here to include 
all known conditions including the commonly encountered ambient temperature 
changes. 

However, should it be determined that the pressure regulator (108) in McNeely or 
in the combination of McNeely and Greenwood et al., does not maintain the second fluid 
at a specified pressure in response to changes in ambient temperature, it would have 
been obvious to provide such a feature since such is essential in using the system of 
McNeely or that of McNeely and Greenwood et al., under conditions where ambient 
temperatures could change, as evident from Steinert et al. 

12. Claims 7 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by Kugelev 
et al. (US 6,978,799) or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over the 
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combination of Kugelev et al. and Greenwood et al. as set forth above and further in 
view of Steinert et al. (US 5,174,326). 

The patent to Kugelev et al. discloses a pressure regulator (Fig. 1) that is 
believed to maintain the second fluid at a specified pressure in response to changes in 
ambient temperature, since the pressure regulator is stated (Col. 5, lines 63 - 65) to 
provide a constant pressure which here is taken to include under all known conditions 
including the commonly encountered ambient temperature changes. 

However, should it be determined that the pressure regulator (Fig. 1) in Kugelev 
et al. does not maintain the second fluid at a specified pressure in response to changes 
in ambient temperature, it would have been obvious to provide such a feature since 
such is essential in using the system of Kugelev et al. or the system of Kugelev et al. 
and Greenwood et al. under conditions where ambient temperatures could change as 
evident from Steinert et al. 

13. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over McNeely or the 
combination of McNeely and Greenwood et al. as set forth above and further in view of 
Geffroy (US 3,917.290) or Doose (US 4,580,790) or Scarlett (US 6,428,014). 

The patent to McNeely or combination of McNeely and Greenwood et al. as set 
forth above discloses the claimed invention with the exception of explicitly disclosing the 
dampening ring to be made of graphite filled polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE). 

Geffroy teaches (Col. 2, lines 51 - 57) the use of graphite filled PTFE ring for the 
purpose of providing desired material properties capable of withstanding the operational 
conditions. 
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Doose teaches (Col. 1 , lines 30 - 40) that it is known in the art to use a graphite 
filled PTFE ring for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable of 
withstanding the operational conditions. 

Scarlett teaches (Col. 2, lines 20 - 24) that it is known in the art to use a graphite 
filled PTFE ring for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable of 
withstanding the operational conditions. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided in McNeely or in the combination of McNeely and 
Greenwood et al. a dampening ring to be made of graphite filled polytetrafluoroethylene 
for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable of withstanding the 
operational conditions, as recognized by either Geffroy (US 3,917,290) or Doose (US 
4,580,790) or Scarlett (US 6,428,014). 

14. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as obvious over Kugelev et al. or the 
combination of Kugelev et al. and Greenwood et al. as set forth above and further in 
view of Geffroy (US 3,917,290) or Doose (US 4,580,790) or Scarlett (US 6,428,014). 

The patent to Kugelev et al. or combination of Kugelev et al. and Greenwood et 
al. as set forth above discloses the claimed invention with the exception of explicitly 
disclosing the dampening ring to be made of graphite filled polytetrafluoroethylene 
(PTFE). 

Geffroy teaches (Col. 2, lines 51 - 57) the use of graphite filled PTFE ring for the 
purpose of providing desired material properties capable of withstanding the operational 
conditions. 
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Doose teaches (Col. 1, lines 30 - 40) that it is known in the art to use a graphite 
filled PTFE ring for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable of 
withstanding the operational conditions. 

Scarlett teaches (Col. 2, lines 20 - 24) that it is known in the art to use a graphite 
filled PTFE ring for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable of 
withstanding the operational conditions. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided in Kugelev et al. or in the combination of Kugelev 
et al. and Greenwood et al. a dampening ring to be made of graphite filled 
polytetrafluoroethylene for the purpose of providing desired material properties capable 
of withstanding the operational conditions, as recognized by either Geffrey (US 
3,917,290) or Doose (US 4,580.790) or Scarlett (US 6,428,014). 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments filed 04/12/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

16. Applicant's arguments concerning the reference to Lai is moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection set forth above. 

17. Applicant's arguments concerning the dampening ring have been noted. 
Applicant's argument that the dampening ring (312) is disclosed in addition to the 
sealing rings (311, 313) whereas Kugelev et al. teaches only "sealing rings" is 
unpersuasive. In Kugelev, the sealing ring(s) necessarily contact the piston/cylinder 
surface in order to provide the sealing function. Thus, the contact between the surfaces 
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involves friction that necessarily provides dampening of the piston movement. As for the 
existence of sealing rings in addition to the dampening ring in the instant invention, it is 
noted while such is disclosed in the specification the sealing rings are not presently 
recited in the claims rendering moot any argument(s) related thereto. 

18. Regarding the argument that in Kugelev, the second fluid provides both upward 
and downward force on the piston whereas in the instant invention the second fluid 
exerts a downward force only on the piston is unpersuasive in that the limitation in claim 
17 pertains to a downward force being exerted solely by a second fluid that is met by 
Kugelev et al. In regard to the combination of Kugelev et al. with Greenwood et al., it is 
noted that it is teaching of Greenwood et al. concerning the use of wedge ring that is 
relevant to the combination. 

19. Regarding the other references - Steinert et al., Geffrey, Doose and Scarlett it 

is noted that the response does not address the teachings in these references that have 

been relied upon in formulating some of the rejections set forth above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ramesh Krishnamurthy whose telephone number is 
(571) 272 - 4914. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 
10:00 AM to 6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eric Keasel, can be reached on (571) 272 - 4929. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273 - 
8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Ramesh Krishnamurthy/ 
Ramesh Krishnamurthy 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3753 



